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Employment within campus recreation provides students with the opportunity to 
develop multiple transferrable skills. Some of these transferable skills include organizing, 
planning, and delegating; balancing academic, personal, and professional roles; 
mentor/role model and motivating others; problem-solving and decision making; 
communication skills; working with others/diversity; and giving and receiving feedback 
(Anderson, Ramos, & Knee, 2018; Bolton & Rosselli, 2017; Hall, Forrester, & Borsz, 
2008;). These skills have been identified as desirable to future employers but are skills 
that are frequently learned outside of the classroom (Griffin, 2016). Students working in 
campus recreation can be employed in numerous areas including facilities and operations, 
fitness, outdoor education, and intramural sports. While all these areas promote recreation 
and wellness, each area focuses on specific experiences within recreation. For example, 
intramural sports promote recreation and wellness through individual or team 
competitions in a large variety of sports.   
Within campus recreation, intramural sports programs employ many students as 
intramural officials. Intramural officials are placed in a conflict rich environment nightly, 
allowing them to develop communication and conflict resolution skills. Students who 
excel as officials frequently have the opportunity to be promoted to an intramural 
supervisor position. Since they have experience officiating, intramural supervisors have a 
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general understanding of sports rules, officiating, and conflict management. Intramural 
supervisors undergo additional training that often includes on-campus training, off-site 
retreats, and biweekly meetings (Tingle, Cooney, Asbury, & Tate, 2013). These trainings 
include a review of policies and procedures and leadership development while fostering 
mentorship and teamwork. Additionally, mentoring programs are commonly used for 
intramural officials as a tool for continuous training and to increase engagement and 
retention of inexperienced officials (Gaskins, Petty, & Rey, 2002). Mentoring programs 
that focus on officials have been utilized by some universities as a continuous training 
tool (Titlebaum, Haberlin, & Titlebaum, 2009). At other universities, mentoring 
programs are used to create a community among student officials (Faircloth & Cooper, 
2007). Other resources exist to develop mentor relationships between experienced 
professionals, young professionals, and student officials, such as NIRSA Championship 
Series (NCS) events (Tingles, Hazlett, & Flint, 2016). Beyond the success in mentoring 
programs within NIRSA and the officiating profession, peer mentor programs that are 
utilized at universities have been found to have multiple benefits (Colvin & Ashman, 
2010; Tingles, Hazlett, & Flint, 2016). Colvin and Ashman (2010) found that peer mentor 
programs benefitted mentors by developing relationships and increasing academic 
performance. Mentees felt that the program helped them with their classwork and feel 
more connected to others on campus.   
Mentoring programs within intramural sports programs cultivate a continuous 
learning environment among peers. To coordinate a successful mentorship program, the 
tenets of social learning theory (SLT) have been observed as a useful framework for 
mentorship program designs. Social learning theory indicates that new behaviors can be 
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learned through observing and imitating a model (Bandura, 1977). Models are typically 
admired by the observer. Therefore, it is expected that through a mentoring program, 
mentees will observe and imitate their mentors, learning behaviors and attitudes that may 
lead to higher self-concept. Self-concept is a person’s self-perceptions that are formed 
through experience and the observation of one’s environment (Marsh & Martin, 2011). 
Students with high self-concept have shown to have higher levels of academic 
achievement (Choi, 2005). Self-concept in college-aged students is complex and extends 
beyond academics and into personal and social characteristics (Neemann & Harter, 
2012). The effect that mentoring relationships have on self-concept can be measured 
using the Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS). The SPPCS breaks self-
perception into 12 domains that focus on two main categories: competencies or abilities 
and relationships. While the academic impact of high self-concept is known, it can be 
anticipated that increased self-concept in each of the 12 domains could provide benefits 
to the student.  
Employing the SPPCS framework, the current study will focus on domains of 
scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, close relationships, and social 
acceptance. The SPPCS will be provided to intramural student employees as a pretest and 
posttest as a means to determine if a mentoring program causes a significant increase in 
self-concept. Two large, public universities will be used in this study to determine the 
impact of mentoring programs. One university currently utilizes a mentoring program and 
will be the treatment group, while the other university does not currently utilize a 





Statement of the Problem 
Peer mentoring programs are known to provide academic and social benefits to 
college students (Colvin & Ashman, 2010). These programs have primarily been utilized 
in campus recreation as a training tool for intramural officials, however, there is a lack of 
research supporting that a peer mentoring program would benefit intramural supervisors 
(Titlebaum, Haberlin, & Titlebaum, 2009). Following the tenets of SLT, campus 
recreation professionals can design purposeful peer mentorship programs that could 
increase self-concept amongst their student employees. An increased self-concept could 
benefit intramural sports supervisors, as increased self-concept has been proven to result 
in higher levels of academic success in college students. 
Purpose of the Study  
The purpose of this study is to understand the effects mentoring programs have on 
the self-concept of intramural sports supervisors. This study may provide insight into 
additional benefits that a peer mentoring program can provide to the development of 
intramural sports supervisors. Professionals within campus recreation, specifically 
intramural sports professionals, may be able to use the results of this study to encourage 
the incorporation of mentoring opportunities within their intramural sports program for 






The current study is limited by the participating institutions and the time frame of 
the study. Data was collected from intramural sports supervisors in the fall semester to 
determine if mentoring programs can increase self-concept. As a result of an explicit 
short-term study, this study only analyzes the specific mentoring program already in 
place at one of the universities. The results of this study may not be generalizable to the 
campus recreation population or to other institutions. The intramural sports supervisors 
that are participating are from two large, public universities, which limits the results’ 
applicability to students at smaller universities or private institutions. This study will only 
be conducted in the fall semester; therefore, study participants will only include short-
term benefits of a peer mentoring program.  
Assumptions 
 It was assumed that all participants will respond honestly when completing the 
assessment tool. It was also assumed that participants would take their time to complete 
the assessment correctly and not misinterpret questions.  
Definition of Terms 
• Peer Mentor: “a helping relationship in which two individuals of similar age 
and/or experience come together, either informally or through formal mentoring 
schemes, in the pursuit of fulfilling some combination of functions” (Terrion & 
Leonard, 2007, p. 150). 
6 
 
• Intramural Sports Supervisor: Intramural supervisors manage nightly sports 
programming including sport set up and tear down, participant check-in, and 
official evaluations 
• Intramural Head Supervisor: Intramural head supervisors oversee nightly 
programming for the entire intramural sports program. Responsibilities include 
staff management, problem-solving, and intramural supervisor evaluations. 
Intramural head supervisors peer mentor a group of four to five intramural sports 
supervisors. 
• Self-Concept: “a person’s self-perceptions that are formed through experience 
with and interpretations of one’s environment” (Marsh & Martin, 2011, p. 61). 
• Scholastic Competence: “whether one feels competent that he or she is mastering 
the coursework” (Nemann & Harter, 2012, p. 8). 
• Intellectual Ability: “whether one feels just as smart or smarter than other 
students” (Neemann & Harter, 2012, p. 8). 
• Job Competence: “whether one feels proud of the work one does, and feels 
confident one can do a new job” (Neemann & Harter, 2012, p. 8). 
• Social Acceptance: “being satisfied with one’s social skills, and the ability to 
make friends easily” (Neemann & Harter, 2012, p. 8). 
• Close Friendship: “whether one gets lonely because one doesn’t have a close 
friend to share things with, and whether one has the ability to make close friends.” 
(Neemann & Harter, 2012, p. 8). 
• Upperclassman: Students who have completed at least two full years of 
undergraduate course work. 
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• Underclassman: Students who have not yet completed two full years of 
undergraduate course work. 
Hypothesis 
H1 – Mentors will report a statistically significant change in the self-perception 
assessment score than students who do not mentor other students for the domains of 
scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close 
friendship. 
H0 – Mentors will not report a statistically significant change in the self-
perception assessment score than students who do not mentor other students for the 
domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, 
and close friendship. 
 
H2 – Student supervisors who have a peer mentor will report a statistically 
significant change in the self-perception assessment score than student supervisors who 
do not have a peer mentor for the domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, 
job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship.  
H0 - Student supervisors who have a peer mentor will not report a statistically 
significant change in the self-perception assessment score than student supervisors who 
do not have a peer mentor for the domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, 




H3 – Underclassman student supervisors who are assigned peer mentors will 
report a statistically significant change in the self-perception assessment score than 
upperclassmen who are assigned peer mentors for the domains of scholastic competence, 
intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. 
H0 - Underclassman student supervisors who are assigned peer mentors will not 
report a statistically significant change in the self-perception assessment score than 
upperclassmen who are assigned peer mentors for the domains of scholastic competence, 
intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. 
Conclusion 
Campus recreation professionals are often tasked with developing transferable 
skills for their intramural sports supervisors. The current study will examine the effect of 
a mentoring program guided by the tenets of SLT. Results from the participants’ 
evaluation on the SPPCS may provide intramural sports professionals with information 
about the benefits of mentoring programs for intramural sports employees, allowing 









Employment in Campus Recreation 
 Campus recreation is one of the largest employers of students on campus 
(Anderson, Ramos, & Knee, 2018). Student employees at a campus recreation center are 
given the opportunity for the development of skills that will transfer to their future 
careers. A benchmarking study focusing on where students learn a set of 11 transferable 
skills (teamwork, decision making, problem-solving, workflow planning, verbal 
communication, information processing, quantitative analysis, career-specific knowledge, 
computer software skills, writing and editing reports, and selling and influencing) 
indicates that the percentage of students who learn individual skills outside of the 
classroom ranges from 55 to 75 percent (Griffin, 2016). Anderson, Ramos, and Knee 
(2018) found that teamwork, decision making, and problem-solving were the skills most 
developed through employment within campus recreation.  
In 2015, NIRSA and the National Association for Campus Activities (NACA) 
partnered to “identify ways students are gaining skills that make them desirable to 
employers” (Peck et al, 2015, pg. 30). NIRSA and NACA utilized the National 
Association of Colleges and Employers (NACE) annual Job Outlook Survey from 2014 
to identify the top ten transferable skills that employers desire: the ability to work in a 
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team structure, ability to make decisions and solve problems, ability to verbally 
communicate with persons inside and outside the organization, ability to plan, organize 
and prioritize work, ability to obtain and process information, ability to analyze 
quantitative data, technical knowledge of the job, proficiency with computer software 
programs, ability to create and/or edit written reports, and ability to sell or influence 
others were identified. Bolton and Rosselli (2017) used the NACE top ten skills to 
determine if employment within campus recreation developed transferable skills. Of the 
ten skills, 80 percent of students indicated that they used the skill daily or almost daily for 
every skill except analyzing quantitative data and creating and editing written reports. In 
addition to these transferable skills, intramural supervisors develop the skills of 
communication, leadership, and conflict management due to the high intensity, conflict 
rich environment that is present in intramural sports (Schuh, 1999).  
Employment in intramural sports typically begins in an entry-level position as an 
intramural official. Intramural officials receive training through pre-season clinics and in-
service training that cover the topics of rules, positioning and mechanics, court 
awareness, and game management (Gaskins, 2004).  After working as an intramural 
official, some students have the opportunity to become an intramural supervisor. As most 
intramural supervisors have a basic understanding of sports rules and officiating, 
intramural supervisor training focuses on other topics, such as policies and procedures 
and leadership development (Tingle, Cooney, Asbury, & Tate, 2013). Intramural 
supervisor training can take many forms, but often includes on-campus training, off-site 
retreats, scavenger hunts, and biweekly meetings. On-campus training and biweekly 
meetings focus on policies and procedures accompanied by leadership development, 
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while off-site retreats can be used to hone leadership skills, foster mentorship and 
teamwork.   
Mentor Programs 
 Mentoring programs are commonly used for intramural officials as a tool to 
increase engagement and retention of young officials while improving the knowledge and 
skills of the mentee official. Peer mentoring programs within intramural officials were 
emphasized as early as 1990 when Gaskins and McCollum (1990) indicated that veteran 
officials can be used as valuable mentors to rookie officials. Titlebaum, Haberlin, & 
Titlebaum (2009) suggested that mentor relationships can be used as an evaluation tool 
and a form of continuous training. This application of mentoring relationships implies 
that they can be a valuable tool for developing job-related competencies. Furthermore, 
Faircloth and Cooper (2007) studied the importance of community within officials’ 
development programs and it was found that shared learning goals help to form a 
community. Faircloth and Cooper also stated that new mentor relationships are the most 
valuable benefit of creating an officiating community.  
If mentoring relationships strengthen community within officials, they may also 
strengthen community and create relationships amongst intramural supervisors. When 
studying leadership development in intramural and sport club participants, it was found 
that faculty mentoring had a strong positive impact on each component of student 
leadership development (Dugan, Turman, & Torrez, 2015). Peer mentoring amongst this 
group positively impacted only two components of leadership development: leadership 
capacity and social perspective-taking. While research has been conducted regarding the 
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benefits of mentoring for intramural officials and intramural and sport club participants, 
there is little research that indicates the benefits of peer mentoring for intramural sports 
supervisors (Dugan, Turman, & Torrez, 2015).  
 The NIRSA Championship Series (NCS) is a widely utilized mentorship program 
for campus recreation professionals and students. The NCS is a development opportunity 
for intramural sports professionals and students to enhance their skills through hosting 
and volunteering at regional and national flag football, basketball, soccer, and tennis 
tournaments. Student officials from multiple universities serve as the officiating staff at 
NCS events while campus recreation professionals from across the nation provide 
feedback and evaluation. Participants in the NCS have indicated that the mentoring 
relationships they developed at NCS events have led to their personal and professional 
growth (Tingle, Hazlett, & Flint, 2016). When asked about his mentoring relationship 
that grew from the NCS, one student stated, “They build you up and build your 
confidence” (Tingle, Hazlett, & Flint, 2016, pg. 8). These results indicate the importance 
of mentoring relationships between campus recreation professionals and student 
employees. However, there is a lack of research indicating the benefits of peer mentoring 
among campus recreation student employees (Titlebaum, Haberlin, & Titlebaum, 2009).  
 Peer mentoring among college students has proven to provide benefits to both the 
mentor and the mentee. Beltman and Schaeben (2012) investigated the benefits to peers 
that served specifically as mentors and found that most mentors felt a sense of 
achievement and satisfaction after mentoring another student. In addition to altruistic 
benefits, mentors also cite an array of cognitive, social, and personal growth benefits 
(Beltman & Schaeben, 2012). Further mentor benefits have been outlined by Colvin and 
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Ashman (2010) including providing support for other students, reapplying concepts to 
their own lives, and developing connections on campus. Mentees also listed campus 
connections as a benefit of their mentor relationship along with academic success. Colvin 
and Ashman (2010) identified five roles that mentors took while mentoring other 
students: connecting links, peer leader, learning coach (life and academic), student 
advocate (personal and academic), and trusted friend.  Some of these roles such as peer 
leader and a trusted friend indicate that mentors serve as role models for their mentees, 
therefore, the tenets of social learning theory may be a useful framework to guide peer 
mentoring programs.  
Social Learning Theory 
 Social learning theory states that behaviors are learned through two modes: direct 
experience and observation (Bandura, 1977). Learning through direct experience occurs 
through a series of consequences, both positive and negative, that influence future 
behaviors. Social learning also occurs through modeling, observing what others do and 
imitating those behaviors based on the consequences others faced. “Most of the behaviors 
that people display are learned, either deliberately or inadvertently, through the influence 
of example” (Bandura, 1977, p. 5). Learning through observation is much more effective 
than learning by consequence and is, therefore, the primary source of behavioral learning. 
Modeling relies on reinforcement for observed behaviors to become action. Imitation of 
behavior must be positively reinforced for the behavior to be learned. Furthermore, a 
person is more likely to give attention to a model that has strong interpersonal attraction. 
For example, intramural supervisors display a strong passion for sports. This common 
passion allows for a mentee to develop a stronger relationship with their mentor than 
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someone who does not share a common interest. Additionally, people rarely use one 
model as a primary source of behavior and will choose different models to imitate 
depending on the situation (Bandura, 1977). 
 Social learning theory is particularly applicable to social relationships as, “the 
actions of others can also serve as social cues that influence how others will behave at 
any given time” (Bandura, 1977, p. 11). Just as social learning theory requires the 
interpretation of the behaviors of others, self-concept is understood and developed 
through experience and perception of one’s environment (Marsh & Martin, 2011). 
Therefore, this theory of learning through modeling aligns well with peer mentor 
relationships and could increase self-concept.  
Self-Concept 
 Many theories and terms exist regarding the way in which one views oneself. 
Self-efficacy, self-esteem, and self-concept are similar in that they involve a cognitive 
analysis of one’s own behavior. Self-concept is “a person’s self-perceptions that are 
formed through experience with and interpretations of one’s environment” (Marsh & 
Martin, 2011, p. 60). Self-concept differs slightly from self-efficacy and self-esteem 
because it is both cognitive and affective (Choi, 2005). Self-esteem and self-efficacy are 
primarily cognitive as self-esteem focuses on valuing oneself and self-efficacy focuses on 
comparing oneself to past performances (Choi, 2005). The affective component of self-
concept compliments a peer mentoring program well, as the program allows mentors and 
mentees to discuss work, school, and personal experiences with the shared goal of 
learning from those experiences.   
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Self-concept in college students is complex, but one known benefit of high self-
concept is academic achievement (Choi, 2005; Neemann & Harter, 2012). Choi (2005) 
found that students with higher self-concept received better term grades. Understanding 
the benefit of possessing a higher self-concept can also support the development of 
campus recreation student employees. Intramural professional staff can employ social 
learning theory in the development of mentoring programs to help strengthen the self-
concept of their student employees, leading to academic benefits.  
Self-Perception Profile for College Students 
 The Self-Perception Profile was originally developed for children and was 
designed to measure a child’s perception of themselves across six domains of life: 
scholastic competence, social acceptance, athletic competence, physical appearance, 
behavioral conduct, and global self-worth (Keith & Bracken, 1996). Since self-concept 
becomes more complex with age, Neemann and Harter (2012) developed additional 
instruments focusing on adolescents, college students, and adults. The scale for college 
students, extended from six domains of life to thirteen (Keith & Bracken, 1996). The 
thirteen domains include creativity, intellectual ability, scholastic competence, job 
competence, athletic competence, appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, 
close friendships, parent relationships, humor, morality, and global self-worth (Neemann 
& Harter, 2012). Except for global self-worth, each domain can be placed into one of two 
categories: competencies or abilities and social relationships. The question format for the 
SPPCS requires students to determine which of the two groups of students they most 
identify. Students must then determine the degree to which they identify with that group 
of students. When administering the questionnaire, “it is critical that those who use this 
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instrument do not alter the question format” (Neemann & Harter, 2012, pg. 10). 
However, each question is associated with a specific domain. Therefore, questions coded 
to domains that are not being researched can be removed from the administered 
questionnaire. 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, campus recreation employs many students and allows the 
opportunity to develop skills that are desired by future employers. Peer mentoring 
programs are commonly utilized in the development of intramural sports officials and are 
proven to be an effective training tool and to increase community within an officiating 
group. However, peer mentoring programs are rarely implemented for intramural sports 
supervisors, despite the known personal benefits they provide both the mentor and 
mentee. A foundational component of SLT is the observation of role models that are 
interpersonally attractive. Therefore, assigning peer mentors to students that share a 
common interest would allow mentees to learn the behaviors of their mentor. Mentors are 
chosen because they have excelled as intramural supervisors. It would be expected that 
these mentors exhibit behaviors that correlate with high self-concept. As high self-
concept leads to academic success, the behaviors learned from mentors could positively 
impact students' academic experiences in addition to the personal benefits that are 
associated with a peer mentoring program. Through researching the impact that a peer 
mentoring program have on self-concept, more information may be gained to help 








Based on experimental design, this study utilized the pretest, posttest method to 
determine if a mentoring program increased the self-concept of intramural sports 
supervisors. Two midwestern universities were evaluated, one with a mentorship program 
and one without. Both universities were large, public, four-year universities. The 
university that did not possess an existing mentorship program was used as the control 
group. The study aimed to determine if implementing a formal mentor program results in 
a significant increase in self-concept when guided by the tenets of social learning theory. 
Participants 
The participants for this research were intramural sports supervisors working for 
campus recreation facilities. Intramural sports programs at two universities were chosen 
for the study through convenience sampling. Intramural sports supervisors are part-time 
employees who are enrolled at least part-time at the university. A total of 62 intramural 
sports supervisors were asked to participate in the study. Of the 62 participants, eight 
participants were intramural head supervisors and served as mentors in the peer 
mentoring program. Participants ranged in age from 19 to 23 years old and varied in 




Intramural sports supervisors at one university participated in a mentoring 
program in which each intramural head supervisor selected a group of four or five 
intramural sports supervisors that they mentored throughout the semester. Mentors and 
mentees conducted monthly one-on-one meetings with specific topics discussed each 
month. The length of each meeting ranged from 30 minutes to one hour. Topics coincided 
with categories on the performance evaluation tool that each intramural sports supervisor 
completed at the beginning and end of each semester. The topics for September, October, 
and November were customer service and decision-making, problem-solving and conflict 
resolution, and semester takeaways and leadership. In addition to one-on-one meetings, 
mentors evaluated mentees on job performance throughout the semester. Intramural 
supervisors received an evaluation from a head supervisor each night they worked, 
although the evaluation was not always from their assigned mentor for the semester. 
Mentor groups competed in an incentive program where students gained points for above 
and beyond job performance and lost points for poor job performance. For example, a 
student who receives the highest score on bi-monthly quizzes would receive four points, 
but a student who arrives late to a shift may lose two points.  Intramural supervisors at the 
other university did not participate in a peer mentoring program. Upon completion of the 
study, the university that did not have an established peer mentoring program was 
provided the details of the program to implement for intramural supervisors that did not 





Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was gained after the Assistant Director 
at both institutions agreed to participate in the study (Appendix A, Appendix B). This 
research was conducted using a pretest and posttest survey. Participants at two large, 
midwestern universities were asked to participate in the study. The questionnaire was 
distributed to students via email at the beginning of the fall semester and at the end of the 
fall semester.  
Data Collection 
A pretest was distributed to all mentors and intramural sports supervisors on 
September 23, 2019. The instrument was distributed by the Assistant Director at each 
university. The Assistant Directors were given a script that was utilized when distributing 
the instrument to students (Appendix C). The instrument was distributed via email 
through a fillable form (Appendix D). A posttest was distributed to all mentors and 
student intramural supervisors on December 2, 2019. The posttest was distributed in the 
exact manner as the pretest. The researcher recorded the results into SPSS software 
following the pretest and posttest for analysis.  
Instrumentation 
To assess self-esteem, the SPPCS was utilized. The profile consists of 54 
questions that require the student to rate how well a statement describes themselves 
(Appendix E). The profile is divided into 12 specific domains, split into two main 
categories: competency domains and social domains. The profile also scores a thirteenth 
domain, global self-worth. The questions used by this instrument are written to encourage 
20 
 
students to reflect on the overall perception of their worth (Neemann & Harter, 2012).  
For the purpose of this study, only five domains were used: scholastic competence, 
intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. These 
domains were selected because of the current literature on the known benefits of peer 
mentoring programs that target college students. Campus connections have been listed as 
a benefit of peer mentoring programs; therefore, the social acceptance and close 
friendship domains were studied (Colvin & Ashman, 2010). Scholastic competence and 
intellectual ability are being studied because academic success is another known benefit 
of mentoring programs. As the mentoring program in this study is a workplace program, 
job competence was also studied. According to Neemann and Harter (2012), the test is 
still valid and reliable if only the desired domains are evaluated while omitting the other 
domains. As such, the administered questionnaire contained a total of 20 questions.  
Validity. Keith and Bracken (1996) tested the SPPCS for construct validity by 
comparing the results to the Social Support Scale. The results indicate that 
construct validity is present for the Self-Perception Profile for College Students.  
Reliability. Coefficient alpha was used to determine the reliability of the 
instrument. The SPPCS was analyzed for reliability on the subscale level, looking 
at all 13 domains. The reliability for each subscale ranged from 0.76 to 0.92. Only 
one subscale, job competence, falls below the desired 0.80 threshold (Neemann & 
Harter, 2012). The job competence subscale was used in this study since this 
subscale had a reliability below 0.80, there may be some variance in the job 
competence pretest and posttest scores that is caused by the questionnaire and not 
the mentoring program. 
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In addition to the variable of self-perception, other variables considered in this 
study included academic classification, university, experience level, and gender. These 
variables were collected at the beginning of the questionnaire for both the pretest and 
posttest. 
Data Analysis 
Once data was collected using the SPPCS, the pretest and posttest from each 
participant were paired using the last five digits of the participant's student identification 
number. The change in score was calculated for each participant in each of the five 
domains. Participants that completed a pretest but did not complete a posttest were 
removed from the study. The results were divided into two subgroups: mentors and 
intramural sports supervisors and upperclassmen and underclassmen. In both cases, a 








Data was collected for this research to determine the effect that a peer mentoring 
program has on the self-concept of intramural sports supervisors. Data was collected 
from two universities using pretest, posttest methodology. A total of 63 students were 
sent the pretest. Of these participants, 17 (26.98%) responded with completed surveys. 
Due to the termination of one employee, only 62 students were sent the posttest. Of these 
participants, 13 (21.97%) responded with completed surveys.  Table 1 indicates the 
response rate of both universities for the pretest and posttest phases of the study. Only 
those that participated in both the pretest and posttest phase were considered in the study.  
Table 1 Response Rate 
Category Pretest Posttest Both 
University A 26.32% 27.78% 22.22% 
University B 27.27% 18.18% 15.91% 
 
 The change in assessment score from pretest to posttest for each of the five 
subdomains was calculated for each participant. Participants were then divided into 
different groups for each hypothesis. Hypotheses one and two utilized students from 
University A as the control group. Students from University B were separated into two 
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categories: intramural head supervisors (those who are a peer mentor) and intramural 
supervisors (those who have a peer mentor). The third hypothesis focused on students 
who are assigned peer mentors, so only intramural supervisors from University B were 
used. These students were divided into two categories: underclassmen and 
upperclassmen. A Mann-Whitney U was used to analyze this data and determine if a 
significant difference was present for each comparison.  
Demographics 
 Of those who participated in the study, 27.27% of respondents reported their sex 
as female, while 72.73% of respondents reported their sex as male (Table 2).  





Participants were asked to report their age. The majority of respondents were 19 
or 20 years old, with 36.36% of participants reporting either age. Participants that were 
21 years old accounted for 18.18% and participants that were 23 years old accounted for 
9.09%. No respondents indicated that they were 22 years old (Table 3).  










 Participants were asked to report the number of years they had completed at their 
current university. This information was used to determine if the student was an 
underclassmen or upperclassmen. Of the respondents, 81.82% reported that they had 
completed zero to two years, classifying them as an underclassman. Participants that 
reported completing more than two years accounted for 18.18% of respondents and were 
classified as an upperclassman (Table 4). 
Table 4 Completed Years at University 
Category Percentage 
0-2 81.82% 
More than 2 18.18% 
 
Participants were asked the number of semesters they had worked in their current 
position. The majority of participants had worked for only one semester accounted for 
45.45% of the respondents. Participants that had worked for two semesters accounted for 
18.18% of the respondents. The remaining 36.36% of respondents had worked in their 
current position for three semesters (Table 5).  







 Hypothesis I assessed whether mentors will see a statistically significant increase 
in the self-perception score than students who do not mentor other students for the 
domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, 
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and close friendship. A total of two mentors from the university with an established 
mentoring program participated in the study, while four total student participated from 
the control university. Using a Mann-Whitney U test, intramural head supervisors 
(mentors) were compared to intramural supervisors who did not participate in a 
mentoring program. When comparing mentors to non-mentors, no statistically significant 
difference was present between the two groups. However, when analyzing the average 
change in self-perception assessment score for each domain, mentors saw a larger 
increase than non-mentors in four of the five categories: scholastic competence, 
intellectual ability, social acceptance, and job competence. Non-mentors saw a larger 
increase in close friendship then mentors (Table 6).  
Table 6 Average Difference in Reported Self-Perception Scores for Mentors 
Category Mentored others Did not mentor others 
Scholastic Competence 0.125 0.000 
Intellectual Ability 0.375 0.063 
Job Competence 0.750 0.063 
Social Acceptance 0.500 0.000 
Close Friendship -0.125 0.250 
 
 Through Mann-Whitney U testing, the ranked mean was determined for each 
domain. For mentors the ranked means were as follows: scholastic competence – 3.75, 
intellectual ability – 4.50, job competence – 5.25, social acceptance – 5.25, and close 
friendship – 3.00. For students who did not mentor others, the ranked means were as 
follows: scholastic competence – 3.38, intellectual ability – 3.00, job competence – 2.63, 
social acceptance – 2.63, close friendship – 3.00 (Table 7). All five domains produce an 




Table 7 Ranked Means for Reported Self-Perception Scores for Mentors 
Category Mentored others Did not mentor others 
Scholastic Competence 3.75 3.38 
Intellectual Ability 4.50 3.00 
Job Competence 5.25 2.63 
Social Acceptance 5.25 2.63 
Close Friendship 3.00 3.00 
 
Hypothesis II 
Hypothesis II assessed whether student supervisors who have a peer mentor will 
see a larger increase in self-perception assessment scores than student supervisors who do 
not have a peer mentor for the domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job 
competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. Using a Mann-Whitney U test, 
intramural supervisors with mentors were compared to intramural supervisors who did 
not participate in a mentoring program. When comparing those with mentors to those 
without mentors, it was found that no statistically significant difference was present 
between the two groups. However, when analyzing the average change in self-perception 
assessment score for each domain, intramural supervisors with mentors saw a larger 
increase than intramural supervisors without mentors in two of the five categories: 
scholastic competence and job competence. Intramural supervisors with mentors saw a 
larger increase in intellectual ability and close friendship then students without mentors. 
The change in self-perception assessment score for social acceptance was the same for 





Table 8 Average Difference in Reported Self-Perception Scores for Mentees 
Category Had a mentor Did not have a mentor 
Scholastic Competence 0.117 0.000 
Intellectual Ability -0.250 0.063 
Job Competence 0.300 0.063 
Social Acceptance 0.000 0.000 
Close Friendship -0.100 0.250 
 
Through Mann-Whitney U testing, the ranked mean was determined for each 
domain. For intramural supervisors that had mentors, the ranked means were as follows: 
scholastic competence – 5.50, intellectual ability – 4.30, job competence – 5.80, social 
acceptance – 5.40, and close friendship – 4.50. For intramural supervisors who did not 
have a mentor, the ranked means were as follows: scholastic competence – 4.38, 
intellectual ability – 5.88, job competence – 4.00, social acceptance – 4.50, close 
friendship – 5.63 (Table 9). All five domains produce an alpha value greater than 0.05, 
therefore, the first null hypothesis is retained.  
Table 9 Ranked Means for Reported Self-Perception Scores for Mentees 
Category Had a mentor Did not have a mentor 
Scholastic Competence 5.50 4.38 
Intellectual Ability 4.30 5.88 
Job Competence 5.80 4.00 
Social Acceptance 5.40 4.50 
Close Friendship 4.50 5.63 
 
Hypothesis III 
Hypothesis III assessed whether underclassman student supervisors who are 
assigned peer mentors will see a larger increase in the self-perception assessment score 
than upperclassmen who are assigned mentors for the domains of scholastic competence, 
intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. Using a 
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Mann-Whitney U test, underclassmen with mentors were compared to upperclassmen 
with mentors. When comparing underclassmen to upperclassmen, it was found that no 
statistically significant difference was present between the two groups. However, when 
analyzing the average change in self-perception assessment score for each domain, 
underclassmen saw a larger increase than upperclassmen in one of the five categories: 
close friendship. Upperclassmen saw a larger increase in scholastic competence, social 
acceptance, and job competence. The change in self-perception assessment score for 
intellectual ability was the same for intramural supervisors with mentors and intramural 
supervisors without mentors (Table 10).  
Table 10 Average Difference in Reported Self-Perception Scores by Classification 
Category Underclassman Upperclassman 
Scholastic Competence 0.111 0.125 
Intellectual Ability -0.250 -0.250 
Job Competence 0.250 0.375 
Social Acceptance -0.167 0.250 
Close Friendship 0.000 -0.250 
 
Through Mann-Whitney U testing, the ranked mean was determined for each 
domain. For underclassmen intramural supervisors who were assigned mentors, the 
ranked means were as follows: scholastic competence – 3.33, intellectual ability – 3.00, 
job competence – 2.83, social acceptance – 2.67, and close friendship – 3.00. For 
upperclassmen intramural supervisors who were assigned mentors, the ranked means 
were as follows: scholastic competence – 2.5, intellectual ability – 3.00, job competence 
– 3.25, social acceptance – 3.50, close friendship – 3.00 (Table 11). All five domains 




Table 11 Ranked Means for Reported Self-Perception Scores by Classification 
Category Underclassman Upperclassman 
Scholastic Competence 3.33 2.50 
Intellectual Ability 3.00 3.00 
Job Competence 2.83 3.25 
Social Acceptance 2.67 3.50 
Close Friendship 3.00 3.00 
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, using Mann-Whitney U analysis and statistics of central tendencies 
in this study did not find that the assessed mentoring program did not have a statistically 
significant impact on self-perception assessment scores. However, some domains were 
seen to have a larger average increase in scores than other domains based on participation 
in a mentoring program. In this study, the first hypothesis tested was: mentors will see a 
larger increase in the self-perception score than students who do not mentor other 
students for the domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, 
social acceptance, and close friendship. No statistical significance was found, therefore, 
the study failed to reject the null hypothesis. Hypothesis II assessed whether student 
supervisors who have a peer mentor will see a larger increase in self-perception 
assessment scores than student supervisors who do not have a peer mentor for the 
domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, 
and close friendship. This hypothesis did not find statistical significance, therefore; the 
study failed to reject the null hypothesis. Hypothesis III assessed whether underclassman 
student supervisors who are assigned peer mentors will report a larger change in the self-
perception assessment score than upperclassmen who are assigned peer mentors for the 
domains of scholastic competence, intellectual ability, job competence, social acceptance, 
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and close friendship. No statistical significance was found, therefore; the study failed to 







 The purpose of this study was to determine the benefits of a peer mentoring 
program within campus recreation among intramural supervisors. Specifically, the study 
sought to assess if a peer mentoring program could positively affect self-concept for 
intramural supervisors. Using Mann-Whitney U testing, this study compared the increase 
in self-perception assessment score in five domains: scholastic competence, intellectual 
ability, job competence, social acceptance, and close friendship. Mentors were compared 
to non-mentors, students with mentors were compared to students without mentors, and 
underclassmen and upperclassmen within a mentoring program were compared. No 
statistical significance was found in any of the three comparisons. However, statistics of 
central tendencies indicate the scores were higher for mentors and students with mentors 
for some of the five domains.  
According to SLT, “a model who repeatedly demonstrates desired responses, 
instructs others to reproduce them, physically prompts the behavior when it fails to occur, 
and then administers powerful rewards will eventually elicit matching responses in most 
people” (Bandura, 1977, p. 8). However, the numbers of demonstrations can depend on 
the model and learner. Demonstrations of behavior within this mentoring program occur 
during monthly one-on-one meeting with formal mentors. Behavior demonstrations also 
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occur when intramural sport supervisors interact with other head supervisors during a 
work shift. The other head supervisors serve as informal mentors, providing verbal and 
written feedback throughout a work shift. Therefore, intramural supervisors are subjected 
multiple situations weekly that could elicit a social learning response. While not all these 
interactions occur with an individual’s formal head supervisor, SLT indicates that 
modeling can still occur from these informal mentors. Bandura (1977) states that 
“observers may select one of more of the models as the primary source of behavior, but 
they rarely restrict their imitation to a single source, nor do they adopt all of the 
characteristics of the preferred model” (p. 11). Thus, all interactions that occur between 
an intramural sports supervisor and an intramural head supervisor allow for modeling and 
mimicry of desired behaviors. As the exact number of demonstrations is variable, but a 
interactions occur multiple times a week, future research may consider extending the 
length of the study to span multiple semesters.  
Implications 
 The results of this study did not indicate that a statistically significant difference 
was present in self-perception assessment scores for students who participated in a 
mentoring program compared to students who did not participate in a mentoring program. 
However, statistics of central tendencies indicate that the mentoring program may 
influence student’s self-perception, especially for students who are responsible for 
mentoring other students. As SLT dictates, modeled behavior occurs after a variety of 
number of observed behaviors (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, this study may not have 
covered a long enough period to allow for the appropriate number of behavioral 
observations for the students that participated in the study. These results could help 
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inform campus recreational professionals on the benefits that a peer mentoring program 
can provide to all students who participate in the program.  
Limitations 
 Some limitations to this study were present including low participation numbers. 
A total of eleven students participated in the study, with only two students serving as peer 
mentors. Since participation was so low in each of the categories, the results may not be 
representative of the population.  
 Additionally, the instrument that was used had a reliability value below the 0.80 
threshold for the job competence domain. This low reliability could indicate that any 
differences that occur between groups in the job competence domain are from the 
instrument and not the peer mentoring program. 
 This study was conducted over the course of one semester, while students who are 
involved in the mentor program are involved for multiple semesters. This short-term 
period may have limited the statistical significance of the results.  
 Finally, the research studied students at two large, public four-year universities. 
Therefore, the results of this study may not be generalizable to students at small, private, 
or two-year institutions.  
Future Research 
This research may indicate that a peer mentoring program increases self-concept 
for intramural supervisors. For future research, it may be beneficial to include the SPPCS 
assessment as part of the mentoring program. By allowing students to opt-out of the 
34 
 
research instead of asking students to opt into the study, a larger sample size may be 
gained.  As SLT indicates that numerous behavioral observations may need to occur, this 
study could be modified to be more longitudinal by having intramural supervisors 
complete the assessment tool upon being hired and at the end of their last semester 
(Bandura, 1977). Increasing the length of the study may help demonstrate the long-term 
effects of a peer mentoring program. The assessment tool could be administered at the 
conclusion of every semester in order to fully understand the benefits that a peer 
mentoring program may have on self-concept.  
 The results of this study were from two large, public four-year universities. Future 
studies could include participants from other universities that utilize a peer mentoring 
program. This modification will allow the study to be more generalizable. 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, there were no statistically significant changes in self-perception 
assessment score based on participation in a peer mentoring program. However, the 
statistics of central tendency indicate that students who mentor others on average have a 
larger increase in self-perception. The results of this study can provide a base of 
exploratory research on the effects of a peer mentoring program within intramural sports 
programs. This study in conjunction with future research may help campus recreation 
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My name is Alexa Nelson and I am collecting data for my Master’s thesis. Your participation will 
be extremely helpful in helping to better understand peer mentoring programs within campus 
recreation. The survey will take between 5-10 minutes to complete. No personal identification 
information will be asked. If you so choose to participate, please complete the attached survey 
and return it to jasonjl@okstate.edu. If you have any questions or concerns do not hesitate to 








My name is Alexa Nelson and I am collecting data for my Master’s thesis. Your participation will 
be extremely helpful in helping to better understand peer mentoring programs within campus 
recreation. The survey will take between 5-10 minutes to complete. No personal identification 
information will be asked. If you so choose to participate, please complete the attached survey 
and return it to cvanover@purdue.edu. If you have any questions or concerns do not hesitate to 









What I Am Like 
Last 5 Digits of CWID/PUID: Click or tap here to enter text. 
Age: Click or tap here to enter text. 
Sex: ☐ Male ☐ Female 
University: ☐ Purdue ☐ Oklahoma State 
Completed Years at this University: Choose an item. 
Position: ☐ Supervisor ☐ Head Supervisor 
Semesters in this Position: Choose an item.  
The following are statements that allow college students to describe themselves. There are 
no right or wrong answers since students differ markedly. Please read the entire sentence 
across. First decide which one of the two parts of each statement best describes you; then 
go to that side of the statement and check whether that is just sort of true for you or really 
true for you. You will check ONE of the four boxes for each statement. Think about what you 



















Some students are 
not very proud of 
the work they do 
on their job 
BUT Other students 
are very proud of 
the work they do 




Some students feel 
confident they are 
mastering their 
coursework 
BUT Other students do 





Some students are 
not satisfied with 
their social skills 
BUT Other students 
think their social 




Some students get 
kind of lonely 
because they don’t 
really have a close 
friend to share 
things with 
BUT Other students 
don’t usually get 
too lonely 
because they do 
have a close 























Some students feel 
like they are just as 
smart or smarter 
than other students 
BUT Other students 
wonder if they 




Some students feel 
they are very good 
at their job 
BUT Other students 
worry about 
whether they can 




Some students do 
very well at their 
studies 
BUT Other students 
don’t do very well 




Some students find 
it hard to make new 
friends 
BUT Other students 
are able to make 




Some students are 
able to make close 
friends they can 
really trust 
BUT Other students 
find it hard to 
make close 





Some students do 
not feel they are 
very mentally able 
BUT Other students 





Some students feel 
confident about 
their ability to do a 
new job 
BUT Other students 
worry about 
whether they can 






Some students have 
trouble figuring out 
homework 
assignments 
BUT Other students 
rarely have 






Some students like 
the way they 
interact with other 
people 









don’t have a close 
friend they can 
share their 
personal thoughts 
and feelings with 
BUT Other students do 
have a friend who 
is close enough 
for them to share 























Some students feel 
they are just as 
bright or brighter 
than most people 
BUT Other students 
wonder if they 




Some students are 
not satisfied with 
the way they do 
their job 
BUT Other students 
are quite satisfied 
with the way they 





sometimes do not 
feel intellectually 
competent at their 
studies 
BUT Other students 







Some students feel 
that they are 
socially accepted by 
many people 
BUT Other students 





Some students are 
able to make really 
close friends 
BUT Other students 
find it hard to 







they are very 
intelligent 
BUT Other students 
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